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Open classroom systems frequently use peer tutoring 
techniques as a means of individualiz^^^g instruction. This study 
investigated the effects of three variables on tutor and tutee 
performance: (1) the achievement level' of the tutor; (2) brief tutor 
training in reinforcement and corrective feedback procedures? and (3) 
tutor expectancy about tutee performance. One hundred and twelve 
first graders were randomly selected ' to serve as tutees. Results 
indicated that both tutors and tutee^ learned a significant number of 
words.' This positive effect was more' pronounced for low achievers 
than for high achievers. Trainiaig of; tutor^ significantly increased 
the pretest to posttest gains for both/ tutors and tutees. Peer 
-inreoring guidelines that can be generated irom this research include: 
(1) all children in a cla'ss, regardless of ; achievement levels should 
be selected to serve in the tutoring , role; (2) brief tutor training 
in basic reinforcement and correctiv^ feedback procedures is 
essential to an effective peer-tutoring program; and (3) expectancies 
about tutees* performance nay result \in less biased teaching behavior 
by peer tutors than by adult tutors. \(SK)" 
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Open classroom systems frequently use peer tutoring techniques 
as a means of individualizing instruction* Peer tutoring provides an 
opportunity for a one-to-one relationship wlihin an academic context 
and is often a spontaneous outcome of heterogenous grouping ♦ However, 
research-derived guidelines for peer tutoring are lacking • Successful 
peer tutoring programs include tutor training programs; however, suggested 
tutor training programs ar^ often too time-consuming and expensive 
for incorporation in typical classrooms. This study investigated the effects 
of three variables on tutor and tutee performance: 1) the achievement level 
of the tutor, 2) brief tutor training in reinforcement and corrective feed- 
back procedures, and 3) tutor expectancy about tutee performance. 

The distribution of the two hundre^il and twenty-four first and 
second graders across the three independent variables is presented in 
Table 1. One hundred and twelve high and low achieving second graders in a 



INSERT TABLE 1 HERE 



Follow Tlttough program (Tucson Early Education Model) were selected as tutoi^. 
Half of these tutors were randomly selected to receive two half-hour training 
sessions. The training was conducted in a small group setting and emphasized 
two reinforcement and feedback procedures: 

1, Respond to each correct answer with a positive comment (e.g,, 
'^good**, •'that's right'*, etc.). 

2, Respond to each incorrect, answer by providing jtl^e correct answer 
and then giving the tutee a chance to say the correct answer • 



Table 1. Distribution of Subject;s Across the Three Independent • . 
Variables 
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One hundred and twelve first graders were randomly selected to 



serve as tutees. Instructions to tutors prior to the tutoring session 

contained either high or low expectancies about the tutees* academic 

performance. The low expectancy instructions were: 

Since ycu knew so many of these words ^ I am going to lei you 
he the ieaaherf^ You will be the' teacher and help a first 
grader learn some of these words. If you .don ^t know a wordj 
the picture on the back of the card wiU help you. You ax^e very 
smart and know some of these words. But the fir^t grader you 
are going to help doesn't know as many words as you. These 
words will be hard for htm (her). But even though these words 
will be hard for him (her)y try to help him (her) learn 6ome of 
the words. Work with him (her) for ten minutes. If you go ^ 
through all the cards ^ you can start over againy or you can Just , 
work on a few cards. It is up to you. You are the teacher. I 
will tell you when to stop. Remember ^ even though these words 
will be hard for him (herJy try to help him (her) learn some of 
the words. 

The high expectancy instructions were: ^ - 



Since' you knew so many of these words^ I am going to let you be the 
teacher. You will be the teacher and help a first grader learn 
some of these words. If you don't know a word^ the picture on the > 
back of the card will help you. You are very smart and know some 
of these words. The first grader you are going to teach also 
\piows lots of words. These words will be easy for him (her). Since 
you both are^ smart:, try to help him (her) learn some of these words. 
Work with him (her) for ten minutes. If you go through all the cardsy . 
you can start over again^ or you can just xoork on a few cards. It is 
up to you. You ar^ the teacher^ I will tell you when to stop. Remember^ 
even though these words will be 'easy for him (her)j try to help him (her) 
leaxin some of the words. 



Two female efxperimenters pretested the tutor and tutee simultaneously 
in separate rooms After the pretesting and instructions, the tutor and 
tutee were brought together in a room and told to work on learning some 
new words/ Tl^fe flash cards used during the peer tutoring were the 30 cards 



used for pretesting and posttestmg. A behavioral observation instrument 
provided a measurement of tutor teaching behavior: number of cards presented, 
type and frequency of corrective feedback, positive reinforcement, negative 
gestures or comments, and providing or accepting a word incorrectly > At the 




end of ten minutes, the tutor and tutee play^ed with a pegboard game for 
five iniriutes. The tutor and tutee were then posttested on all 30 flash 
cards. 

Analysis of variance was used to analyze the data for both depen- 

i 

dent variables (1- pretest to posttest gains, and 2* tutor behavior data) 
by the three independent variables (tutor achievement level, training of 
tutor, and expectancies about tutee performance.) 

Both tutors and tutees learned a significant number of words. 
Although this study does not compare peer tutoring with other instructional 
techniquesr, benefit to both tutors and tutees from peer tutoring is demon- 
strated in the data. This positive effect wa^s more" pronounced for low 
achieving thai) for high achieving tutors* Low achieving tutors had signi- 
ficantly lower pretest and posttest scores than did high achieving tutors. 
However, both male and female low achieving tutors made significant gains from 
pretest to posttest. Gains for high achieving tutors are rendered uninter- 
pretable because of the ceiling effect. 

Training of tutors significantly increased the pretest to posttest 
gains for both tutors and tuteos. Although there was virtually no difference 
between the two groups of tutees on the pretest, tutees who .worked with 
trained tutors performed significantly better on the posttest than did tutees 
tutored by untx^ainod tutors. These data illustrate that an increase in 
^ tutoring skills after a minimum of tutor training results in increased 
achievement Other indications of the effectiveness of the brief tutor 
training are that trained tutors demonstrated a significantly higher frequency 
of the behavioral measures of corrective feedback, and that they provided 
significantly more verbal reinforcement than did untrained tutors. Training 
of tutors is obviously a crucial issnq, for effective peer tutoring. 
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Achievement of tutors did i^ot yieid a significant difference in. 

i 

gains realized by tutees Low ach/ieving tutors, however, did positively 
acknowledge a word from the tutee that was incorrect, or provided an 
incorrect word significantly more often than did high achieving^ tutors • 
This significant difference (£^<.0S) is less meaningful when it "is known 
that the low achieving tutors on the average were inaccurate one and 
one-third times out of seventy cards, and that this inaccuracy had no 
significant effect on the tutees' gains from the learning situation. The 
use of self-correcting materials in an applied situation generally allows 
the tutor achievement level to be irrelevant. 

Overall, expectancy did not have an effect on tUtee pretest to . 
posttest gains nor on tutor behavior during the tutoring session. There 
was a significant difference between the pretest scores of tutees about 
whom tutors had low expectancies and tutees about whom tutors had high 
expectancies. However, this difference i-s not evident in posttest data. 
The fact that posttest scores did not reflect the differences seen in the 
pretest can be interpreted to indicate that tutors were unbiased in their . 
tutoring behavior and uninfluenced by the experimentally-manipulated 
expectancies about tutees' performance. 

Peer tutoring guidelines that can be generated from this research 
include: 1} all children in a cfass, regardless of achievement level, 
should be selected to serve in the tutoring role; 2) brief tutor training 
in basic reinforcement and corrective feedback procedures is essential to an 
effective peer tutoring program; and 3) expectancies about tutees' per- 
formance may result in less biased teaching behavior by peer tutors than by 
adult tutors. 
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